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1. lour ficaorandua of 2l< Dec caber «ti3 # presented the question 
o. r^^jursenent to a ucvenawnt, employee fer the expense of cotain- 

? in ? orilPCti011 wltb oroot* passenger 

vef^cxes lor o^iiclaX crasLncs** 

r , dat=d ,JsfcJl *?• 1?2 it <3 Cmp* o«n, 663) the 

Ccnsptrcxi-r'r oeoir-rai stated that* 

">he facilities of the Federal uovernnent are no<i subject 
tc- iocso state ordinances or regulations find where mi ch an 
ora. nine* or regulation of a municipal fire department r&quirea 
. .Wt a prtr.lt obtained for the operation of o gasoline pump. 
buc i crzlt to be issued upon ema,in*,tion and payment of a fee. 
a icckra* c-rrploy. e, whoso official duties require the operation 

°: “ * ereral ^acoiu.e puap, is not required to stand 1-bc exanin- 
or, or to yia y the fte+" 

The ijnmmity of tae Federal uovercinent iroa interference by a state 
or Eur.,c.^a.fcy is based on the decision in Johnson v. laaryland* 

fw»^r ; J " ' esr ^ * hi * h “* r ®P l0 7 R * Of the Pout Office 

- vr ’ ;il f drj ’ v ^ a Mil ww arrested, tried, convicted 

and .ini , .or not possessing a Maryland driver’s license, Th® eewt 
ueni .. .nr power or the State of Eturyland to require an employ*? e of 
V'l ^'i'T^^ovcmwnt^ to submit to an exudnation or to j*y a license 

derrr^ °' i ^ S . ^btlef In obedience to order a. In 

aeny**. • t!ic state harfi snch power* the court said: 

' Such & require* lent does not mbrely touch the Government 
servants remotely oy a general rule of conduct; it leys hold of 
when, i.i -ac.r specific attempt to obey orders and require# 
ijiitLx. ; i cations In addition to those that the - Government' has 
pronounced sufficient, it is the duty of the Department to 
<*pioy persons content for their work and that, duty it ®u*t 
oe presumed haa oeeri pj^j formed." 

2|J St Vliee equally t° a municipality which is a lea- 
ecr u*ut u- who state. Tne Comptroller deviated frcm a firm poidtf.on, 

?S at if thp «»Ployoes were required S obtalA 
the pern. to and puy the necessary feos the requirement would be a 
personal expense Incidental to their qualification for and reim- 
bursement Iran appropriate,! funds would not be authorised. This 
cc*a 5 iroBu.re *:-'3as to indicate at the least a lack of certainty in the 
reasor^ ochind this opinion. In 1< Coap. Cien. fly.ThT fS^ --v®i on 

or tZ^n,.d ?*£!££s£ a ‘ 
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allowed as a matter of reiEburs<ra>ent# but only because the employ te 
was e member of the Civilian Cannnrration Corps and the Ccroptrollitv 
reasoned that the employment was largely in tho nature of relief iir.d 
to deny payafnt of the charge would controvert the nature of the 
eriiloyiaflnt itself. ) The sosis line o f reasoning woe followed In 2!l 
Coop. 769 - bit With better juetmeatien - whsra reimbursement 

of the toot of a char ff ear's license fear an employee of a CPF? contractor 
was denied. The. Comptroller a^idn Halt tViat the expense was ptrattal to 
the employee as an incident to ids twjflflyttant. The Coopt roller *3 manna* 
or lhlri*:Ap& ie sot caentMCt clarified by h ±n opinion in £& Cossp# iien» 10* 
whej-e payment for u license excepting the purchaseroffuel free pay- 
aan*. cf state tax was allowed. In a previous decision (21 Comp* ben. 

81 * 3 ) ho iiai .le tided that the Federal Goverwaont was liable for a state 
fuel tax sine© tiie State had the rigiit to decide on whom the inoldents 
of. the tax should fall, and the State had decided that ^lt fell upon - 
the vendor rather than the CurrciVEsant* It was, therefore# a legitimate 
charge not directly interfering with the function of the Oc/verranant, since 
it wuus not & tax oat a cutxii tion under which a privilege . was extended* - 

3. four association of this problm to that of the payment of 
meter. -d parking space appears to oe perfectly correct in view of the 
.fact that the answers to both problems star, from the ititerpre’&Ati on 
of sovereign lnminity given by the Supra** Court An Johnson v. Maryland. 
If Johnson v. Maryland la to nc followed to its ultimata deduction# 
tbtve would ueaa to be no duubt about %tm acploycss^ iaaunifcy from pay- 
out of the license fee while driving a bovernaeut vehicle ill th<i 
coura* of his official duties. The Comptroller has evaded a definite 
Btorul along tills line, however, and has reihsad payment on t h e basis 
that pji’fuisit of th© fee is an eisssni of the C.'ploy34 ^ d TiCiltion 

for tiity. /dl thou, h this doe* rot appear to be particul&rlly sound, 
it is nevertheless the fact and raluiburBemant of the charge cannot be 
authorised. 
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